DOCUNMENT RESUME ”?

ED 106 318 .° g ™ 004 429

’\ . . -t . -
AUTHOR Furst, Edward J.
TITLE . Measauring Human-Re]atlons,Attltudes and Values with

. Situational I ventorles. .

INSTITUTION - Arkansas Univ.,, Fayettev1lle. coll. of Education.
PUB DATE 75
NOTE SOp., For a related document, see THM-004 430
EDRS PRICE MF~$0.76 HC-$1.95 PLUS POSTAGE
DESCRIPTORS *AttltgdeS' Attitude Tests; *Clasgrooms; Effective

Teaching; Elementary Secondary Education; Factor
Analysis; *Human Relations; Individual
Characteristics; Interaction Process, Analysis;

a Measurement Techniques; Questionnaires; Rating
Scales; *Situational Tests; Statistical Analysis;
» Student Attitudes; Student Teacher Relationship;
Teacher Attltudes Teachel Behavior; Teacher Role;
) *Values :
ABSTRACT .

Little use has been made of the process of, -
problezatic situations as an evaluative measure in studying human
relations. This paper repogts an work carried out by.the author to
further research and development of this measure related to human
ralatidns. An analysis is made based on three %lements which are
necessary for defining interest dimensions: the sample of
problematic situations, (2) a sampling of alternative ~ourses of :
action, and (3) the task given the respondent to° study. In each of
the inventories, the situations consist of short paragraphs depicting
a probles in human relations. The problem situations were those that
might occur at elementary and high school levels. These were also
situations in which the teacher may interact with her students. A
rating scale was developed and administered to the groups.
Methodology used.included varimax rotation, oblique. factors and
correlatlons among oblique factors. The questlonnalre used in
gathering the data on problematic 51tuat10ns is included.
{Author/DEP) o .

\




. ’ r
MEASURING HUMAN- RELATIONS® ATTITUDES AND VALUES

06318

3
-

WITil SITUATIONAL INVENTORIES S

. L]

£ D

- . BY L o :
: " EDWARD J. FURST |

. g UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS

o~
° ~

US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

EQUCATION & WELFARE °
_ NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
Tain 00¢ We&uulnou
. v MAS, BEEN KEP
DUCED EXACTUY AS RECEIvE r?fng?.«
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATIONIORIGIN
ATIMG T BOINTS OF VIE A OR OPINIONS
STATED 00 NOT NECESSARILY REPRE ) ’ ’
GENTOFICAL NAT,ONAL INSTITUTE OF h‘
FDUCAT OM 00, TION OR POLICY

: . ’

College of Education
University ¢t Arkansas ’
Y - Fayetteville, Arkansas 72701

<
.

<

g . 1975 . . "
=

'

C

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




’ -
‘ . MEASURING'HUMAN-hELATIONS ATTITUDES AND VALUES
WITH SITUATIONAL INVENTORIES-

Edward J. Furst ‘ L

]

University of Arkansas
3 . » «

Inadequate theory for the assessment of attitudes and values .

N rd

by situational questionnaires has led to shortcomings in choice

-~
-

,of dimensions-,and in technique. Goiﬂg on this assumption, -the
v . ' . » J
investigator made an analywis of task and cqntent. This led tbo

three main predictions and to the development of an improved ~

inventory, for reyealing°instrumenta1 values underlying the judg-

b

ment of alternatives inohuman-relations problems in one domain,
that of public-scﬁool teachipg. Three samples completed the form:
ngsﬁmen.at th%%bhio State Univérsity (N=127); prospective Oy
teachers at the -Ohio State Uﬁiversity (N=115); and prospective
teachers, at the Uniyversity of Arkansas (N=79). After two pre-
liminary factor analyses and reduckioﬁ of number of‘variables,

the investigator did a final series of analyses on 57 items plus
. 4 ; ‘

‘

3 instrument-yariables. The first stage‘included the Promax
: .

routine and yielded five.oﬁiiqﬁe factors for each Sample. Next ~*
. .

came a second-order factor analysis of the correlations among

-

the oblique factors. This solution was ortﬁogonal and yielded
three factors. The results, with some qualifications, ccnfirmed

the predictions of a main bip%&ar dimension of .Inconsidesateness-

L3
N <

>




Considerateness, of numerous small factors, and of somewlfat ,dif-
’ ferent patterns of dimensigns in Jifferent groups. The'results
.also confirmed that-a priori classifications resting on a premise

of equivalence based upon manifest content are unlikely to,sté%d

e

. uplémﬁfrically. The investigator concluded that the ufi}itf.of
L ] .

logical and psychological analysis ha% again been demonstrated,

’
t

and that the kind of technique as modified here appears to have .

. -

promise for further development and for use in research and

. . -~
instruction.

@
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. MEASURING HUMAN-RELATIONS ATTITUDES AND VALUES
WITH SITUATIONAL INVENTORIES

I . - .n
' °4 Edward J. Furst

University of Arkansas

'
&

Measures of beliefs, about human relations. have acinieved some

standing in applied work and in research. Such measures have

. by

served usefully as criteria fQr evaluating instructional programs,
Pa ‘ .

[

as. predictors of performante, and as indicators of theoretical =~
) }

¢ . 2, . .

constructs. Scores on certain attitudinal scales, for instance,

’

have given fairly good prediéfions vf teachers' classroonm behaf;
ior (Stern, 1963). : ' .. (
Ca .

. T ~

of the}tWo basic forms of inventory, genéral statements and
problematic sithations,'the former has been far more widely used
and §fudied. "The latter, despite ;ts intrinsic appeal and tech-
nical promise, feéms to have been 5eg1ected. Partly becaﬁée the
few available exampleb--P}oblems'in Human Relations [(PIHR), Form

I, by Dressel, Mayhew and associates (1954), and tRe Teacher

-~

Practices Questionnaire (TPQ), rm 2, by Sorenson, Huéek, & Yu

-~ (1963)--seehed to need a firmer theoretical foundationy; ,this

investigator began a limited program of development and research

4

on such situational devices. This paper is a.report of such-

work. 1Its generdl thesis is that careful analysis of the task

.

as well as of the tontent is essential for generating variables

to be measured and for sound test construction.

) P
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An.attempt at such an analysis follows. It rests on the
e
assumption that three elements of the method of méasurement are
o -y - " .
crucial for defining diMensions of interest: the sample of

L

problematic situations, the sampling of alternative courses of

2

. action, and the task given the respondent.

; ‘i _
In 4£he inventories named above, the situations consist bf -

: ’ -

.

short paraé?éphs each depicting a problem in human relations: ;

In the PIHR thfse;problems range broadly over human relations,

“

-while in the TPQ they deal more narrowly with individual pupil§

whose behavior falls short of the desired. .Sampling ‘seems .

acceptable in the PIHR but too narrow in the TPQ because it con-

. [

centrates on the‘indiv%ﬂyal and omits problems of ‘a éroup

N .. ¢, .
nature. . . ‘ . o ,

— ~—-___As to the courses of action sampled, both inventories used

“ ' ) F

an a priori classificatioh. In the PIHR the categofies;origi-
' /

nally %ere Democratic, Laissez faire, Resort-to-expert, Benevolent s
autocrat, and Hard-boiled autocrat. Each action was supposed to

“~

-
represent one given point of view.' Fiver actions followed each
1 .

4 ¥ ~

problem but. generally the authors were not able to represent each

v

view in every problem. In the TPQ the actions were to represent .

"réle expectations'" as Advisor, Counselor, Disciplinarian, Infor-

-

‘mation giver,'Motivator, and Referrer. The‘’authors sampled four

-

roles in each problem. It is the investigator's judgmert that

each inventory presented rather too narrow an array’ of altqrﬁa-

, A}

. ' . . .
tives, the common shortcoming beihg a neglect of group methods of

solving problems. In the TPQ esﬁecially the fixed role-dimensions

restricted unduly the variety of alternativés._ One omission- *

0

? .

N . . A
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'

-

‘made clear.

. ° 14

there was(tq§ aiternative to ignore--an action'gpmetimgs highly

. ' . » .
considerate and effective.

As to the task, whether it requires choice of a single

action, rating of each action in a set, or even ranking of a set,
[

.

it must reduce ultimately to a weighing of alternatives. The

ol N
PIHR required choice of a singl€¢ alternative--the task, specifi-

‘\ A
cally, "...to select the?one‘proposed-solution for each with
which you most glosely agree." However, while most items did

<

call for a choice of what the person would do, some did ask what

his fge}ings or what his attitude would be in, the situation. By

asking the person'to record only a sinfle judgment per problenm,

‘the PIHR loses'some important' information--namely, the psycho-

. . < - 1
logical distancé,. as it we?e, betwedn the alternative chosen and

thé next qosf:fav?red,,ag well as discrimination among the remain-
ing alternatives; evidence of nconSistenciei of judgments withiﬁ
problems; and possible dimemsjons reveaied by correlating ju@g;
ments 6f altérnative actions ackoss the various'problems. The

t of each action in a set on g

TPQ,-fequiring o separaté judgm

" 5-point scale of appropriateness, is not open to these limita-

tigns. But the TPQ, with the PIHR, has the limitation of not

separating evidence on means and ends--a matter shortly to be

-3
.

»

A careful-analysis of the task is essential for suggesting

. . (e .
the var%pbles one can measure. One must ask, '"What does thie

task require?" It requires that the person first read and

understand the problematic situation, .cvaluate alternatives,

and, for the more complete form of response, record a separate
' ’ :

' ‘ Y .
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judgment for each such given~actipn. This judgment is a rating, .

.revealing directly the attitude toward the action but nothing

directly on the ends to be served by that action.\ What a person

n . : 4 ) e ® . .
reveals are his preferred modes of action which may be summarized

as scores based upon a priordi or corrglational analysis. Follow-
ing a distiﬁcfioq in philosophy, we may consider these preferred

7 modes as instrumental values to be distinguished from prefarred

°

end-states, or terminal values. . .

» - .

Missing from the record is the important basfs of the evalu-

.ative jddémeht. ‘It would be misleading to regard a person's

o reasons for the judgment as the full basis, because the reasons

° N s

. . A ¢ . . .

given may be only a part of the bas®s and even a‘distortion. .
Rather more crucial and certainly more definite would bée the out-

comes the person sees as coming from an action, together with his

evaluation of~them. ' Following;tﬁe thgory of decision, we could

_say that the person judges each action roughty on the basis of
. expected utilities, or values, associated with expected outcomes

of a given action. The expected)uti]itigs may be positive, ind.-
R .. . . . . \\\ :
cating expected=benefits, or negative, indicating expected losses,'

poteéntial risks, and required effort. Furfhermore, a given action

* -
.

. . ) . . \s
may ordinatily lead to more than one kind of outcome and a given
/

y [ s

outcome might have a variety of utilities depending upon the’

¥

quality at issue. - ’ - ‘ ’
+ Ong may posfulate from this énalysis of the task that it is
not so much the manifest content but rather the underlying basis,
particularlf :the ﬁnspecified outcomes with vagying ufilities;
that determines the judgment an individual will actually make.

A)

In other words, it is not the '"shape'" of an action that carries the

ERIC 5




important meaning but thé function that it is seen to serve.

‘Similar judgments may spring from different underlying values,

A

. * . - ' . v
" problem in the most constructive way. Because~certain-courses .

-

much like the EEEg;/ef}motivational theory that similar actions

. L3 .

can $pring- from different motives. Different persons, for

?xﬁﬁble, may favor an action to refer the problem to an expert,:

I
{

but for some the basis is to get rid of the problem and thus

save oneself the effort while for -~ “hers it is to solve the

o

’

of actidn carry plural meénings, it would seem unwise to‘bpild

A\T)

measuring scales simply’ by grouping actions on their gross .
similarities. Also suspect initially are broad a priori modes

as ''democratic," '"autocratic," and'"iaissez-faire," for 5uEP ~

-

broéd social phflosophies would not seem to apply fully- to many

specific, everyday problematic situatians wherve §6cio-political

considerations as such are negligible. The fact that many

-
[

specific considerations govern the choice of an action argues
14

~against such consistency in application, just as they do against
. .

the kind of theory postulating "role expectations." ' * ,

Largely -for the reasons given, such a priori classifications
have not worked out as well as intended. The authors of the PIHR-

settled on one main dimension, the "democratic score." Choice of -

one action per problem precluded the emergénce of other indé-

(]

pendent dimensions, for the other four attitudes necessarily’

correlatéd inversely with the main one.” The authors of the TPQ,

.after a factbr analysis, settled on dimensions much like their

[}

original, combining two scales into Advice-Information Giver and

retaining the other four. Their decisions in factor analysis and

——y




- N = /

test development; however, were such as to famor the hypothesized

p
/ ° . - .

role dimensions. ) . | . {

’

Commendably, the authorsvof the PIHR an# the TPQ did start lf

. \ . i

with some theory rather than leave definition to empirical deter;/
-mination. It is not possible, of course, td derive dimensions /‘

? v

entirely from data, for_decisions about content—-i.e., problems
(o

and alternatives--already set bounds on"th% kinds of variables/
/

*emerge., We can see this by COnsidering perlematic situations

v

human relat1ons, which permit only a rather small number of
1nherent log1cally distinct actions~ Thus one may try to dis- -

. - ,- } g

v cuss matters; make some constructive changes in the sltuatlon or

the ‘human relat1ons, give adv1ce, persuade or ”reason with" those

involved; refer the problem to someone else, 1gnore 1t, or ftry “td

> !

suppress it through threats, punishment and the ‘like. Theéeeln'

furn can group into a broad dimension of consideratenesgs--

’

willingness to meet the problem by rerj§n1z1ng, as it wer y 't v
1

right of another for cons1derat1on--vevsus the opposite endency
to avoid the\prgblem and thus deny in some sense the r1g t of
" another person to be heard or to be helped Log1cal anglysis,

-

morecver, would’ suggest that this“maip dimension be bipplar . . '

. because certain actions contradict edch other. To show conside7-

ation of another's point of v1ew, et¢., directly contradicts

7

¢

/ !

actians of avo1d1ng, deny1ng the problem punishing, qtc I

’ On the basis of thlS analysis and’with an improved method
! ]

of measurement, the investigator preaicted that the following

i

.. would'resu]t: , 5 ‘ \




-inconsideratenesé would emerge.

»
.

1. A broad bipolar main factor of onsiderateness-

Qeyond the pr1nc1pal one, numerous fairly small factors
would emerge because’ of the many spec1f1c con51derat10ns that
affect jundgments in each situation, but that these would not

: ’

ciosely parallel the original dimé%%ioq& in either the PIHR or

the TPQ. ‘ i . .

~
.

3. Somewhat different patterns of factors would appear in

'

- different groups of studsqté depending upon background 'and cur-

~

riculum.
r 4

- Method
L)
. The first step was to build a form that could assess beliefs
about or attitude toward actions to be taken in problematic situ-

ations. For this.pufpo§e the investigator set rough specifica-

tions, limiting the universe to problems of human relations in

-

‘the classyoom, at the elementary and high-school levels, and

2

‘requiring that this include some problems in which the teacher

had to interact with groups. Sampling of actions included a

greater variety. than previous authors had used, mapy'&hosen from
A}

free responses in early trials. Partly to enable comparison with

prev1ous studles the technique .of requiring respondents to judge

- . . 2
a series of alternatives was carried on. It cmbodled §.scale

like Sorenson's: * 5--very appropriate, 4--fairly approprlate,
o

5--50-50 or possibly acceptable, 2--fa1r1y 1nappropr1ate ~and

-
»

1--very 1napproprlate
After some prellmlnary trlals the instrument took shape as

a ratlng form with ten problems averaglng 15 alternatives (séce

.

6




Appendix A). Table 1 lists these problems.

] Three composite samples, completed the form. Sample 1 was a
- L4 '
general group of freshmen taking introductory psychology at the

- Ohio State University (N=127); sample 2, a group of seniors and
[N ) '

postgraéuate stndents at Ohio State enrolled in edueational
psychology and generally preparing for teaching (N=115); and

‘eamnle 3, seniors at "the University of Arkansas preparlng to be
secondary teachers (N= 79) 1 The flrst sample'took the form mid-

way- thxough the term, the other two, at the end

/’

S A pr1nc1pa1-Components analysis was then done on the inter-

cprrelation§ among the 150 items, using ones in the diagonal, and,

then orthogonal rotation with the varimax routine.. This led to

»

the dropping of about half the alternatives--mostly near-

7

duplicates and others too complex fgctorially. A second and like"

L4

analysis was lone on the remaining 74 items b .t yielding fota- -

tions on two through eight possible common-factors. A five-

Y e

factor solution seemed to be gatistEtory for each sample. It
yielded the two or tnree/iﬁnertant*commen factors plns a few
small ones ogﬂuseﬁfor second-order analysis. The variables for
sample S/Tnelnded sex as a coded variable and two educational
attitudes:-”progressivism” and '"traditionalism'" (Kerlinger, 1967).
These three variables were more or less independent of other

At this point the investigator dropped 17 more alternafives

and addea\three instrument-variables: the number of tires the

lyames W. Willis kindly made available the data on the
Arkansas sample, May, 1970.

-

variables”and made so small a contribution that they were dropped.



- . TABLE 1

Problems Used in Inventory

I [l

\ Nature.of ‘Problem Level

|

A iAttack on value of subject (G) HS

B. Resistance to assignment; insult ..

‘teache{ (I, G) - JTHS
C. ‘Reacher's plan vs. inquiry suggestéd )
. b\ students (G) ‘ HS ‘
D., Class corffession of baiting a substitute
teacher (G) Elem.
E. Petition in homeroom to dismiss a gym
teacher (G) : HS
F. Bright underachiever ueprecating
N value of study (I, G) : HS
G. Difficulties of a pupil in .
recitation (I) _ Elem.
N . . (7\\\.\ . . . '
H. Individual misconduct; disruption of
order (I, G) T . HS
I. Pupil wearing outer garme;;;\?ﬁ\\\\\ PO v
class (I) - .. Elem.
J. Out-of-class bullying (f) Elem.

) ‘ < ¢
Note. (I), individual problem; (G), group problem; )
‘ (I, G), individual, but important effect on .
group. ' ,
., . .
¢ &
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.

re;pondent chose the middle rating and two measures of extreme-
ness in rating. The first measure pf Extremeness was the mean
of positive deviatidns from the midpoint of 3; the second, the -
mean of negative deviations from the midpoint.

Theafig?I series of factor-anquses was then done on tbis
reduced totél of 60 vapiaBles. The first stage used a computing
program built around the Promax fbutine th?t included pripcipal-

[

components.analysié, varimax rotatiqn,qand oblique rotatiqp‘

ending with cgrrelations among {he oblique factors (Hendrickson §
White, 1955). The' next stage was a second-order factor'analfsis
of the correlations among the‘oblfque féctors. The second-order

. solution was orthogonal using the varimax criteria. In the first A

stage the cut-off was set at five factors and in the second, at

.

“* - T . -

* three.
NResults .
First-order-factqr ana1y§is .
For th'e purposes at hand the first-ordér.orthogonal solution
will serve. In geﬁeral, it led to much the saﬁe interpretations
as the first-order oblique solution and also yielded routinely
the sums of squares of loadings and the communalities.

-

. Table 2 gives the loadings on the first five factors for

! :
sam’xe 1. The interpretation of these follows. & -

}. Inconsiderateness vVs. considerateness. This was a bi- :
polar factor with the strongest loadings on actions suggeséing'
inconsidérateness: an avoidance of certain probl'ems, and pumitive
into¥erance. Positivg loadings carried a strong theme of‘denial

and avoidance of the problem; the relativel, few ﬁegativeloadings

.

- A%
’

(< J ' £1
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. TABLE 2 /

Rotated Factor Loadings and Commuhalities for Sample 1 -

- /// [
. Item Abridged Statement T I1 LI v v Comm
. ) e g L.
A-»  Ignore : o 61 -17 -09 . -06 03 41
A-Z  Caution the two students -11 ' 28 37 .09 -04 24
A-3  Appoint a conmittee . -49 29 -16 529  -05 43
A-4  Show value of algebra -64 34 N2 26 -01 59
A-5 Discuss with class ~58 16 17 200 09 44

, A-6  lave them see counselnr 62 2y 04 --18 21 53
A-7  Give punlshment 79 -18 00 02 .16 68
A-8 Remind math is required 59 -18 22 -03 17 45

. B-9 Have private talk; advise -44 34 34 20 00 ~ 47
"B-10 Give credit; let be 46 -30 00 12 -04 _ 32
B-11 Class discuss and evaluace .79 00 -12 -13 19 69
.B-12 Send to principal's office - 64 15 07 -11 21 50
B-13 - Let -tell how he {cels -43 30 39 18 -09 47
B-14 Refer to counselor - .41 17 . -21 -10 50 50

-

-~ €-15 Give immediate approval 22 20 11 -34  -01 22
C-16 Open to class discussion -63 35 14 15 -02 A 56
C-17 Give pro's and con's - - -06 -04 40 -08 -06 17
C-18 Invite speakers -07 54 10 -0z, -07 31
C-19 KReep out; go on with unit 50 -38 08 -04 26 - .47
D-20 Give a "talking to" 4 51 16 21,04 30 41
D-21 Let pupils discuss -32 27 -01 29 " 10 27
D-22 Turn over to principal . .70 03 08 -25 07 57
D-23 Make clear expect better -66 - 33 22 15 -05 62
E-24 Ask to submit reasons 02 56 02" 14 01 - 34
E-25 Have committee_talk with =~ =~ -1§ 53 -12 28 03 40
E-26 Discuss with clas; -06 20 37 48  -14 42

. E-27 1Ignore Y 41 -48 -09 -09 22 46
E-28 Suggest see the p%gnc1pa1 -10 60 09 01 - 38
F-29 Ask counselor assume . 03 30 25 -02 02 16
F-30 Inform him 14 04 46 -13 -12 27
F-31 Explain attitude unwise -10. 18 56 - 34 14 .49
432 Find interest; encourage -39 43 -14 34 -10 49
F-33 Invite to tell feelings -38 30 . 03 50 -03 49
F-3& Plan program; urge adopt -21 33 221 23 19 28
G-35 Explain; show jingle -34 - 47 27 29 -21. 54
G-36 Caution pupil 50 -43 13 -20 38 63
G-37 Refer to psychologlgt . 41 -20 -05. ~-13 58 57
G-38 Make effort to praise -41 34 05 34 -07 41
G-39 Call in for talk; aavise -20 21 49 18 -07 . 36
G-40

Refer problem to'parents 51 -36 04 -20 437 61

- 2o

/
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TABLE 2, continued

-

Item Abridge Statement I Ir . III v v Comm, ’
H-41 Give pupil responsibility -20 *+ 34 -12 4  -29 - 44
H-42 Ask him to leave class 15 -22 32 -28 40 41
H-43 Have him see counselor -10 31 00 -01 43 © 29
,&i-44 Have a talk; explain -21 34 40 35 18 47
e * H-45 Have him tell how feels -30 17 12+ 59 20 52
H-46 * Keep' after school ' 21 -19 - 52 -09 40 51
I-47 Draw out class on reasons -18 50 13 15 01 32
1-48 Refer to psychologist 25 -08 -21 -03 63 52
I-49 Let: pupil sit 21 -46 -08 -14 30 38
. I-50 Give gentle scolding ’\\\\\\ 10 -19 37 -06 32 - 29
" I-51 Refcr preblem to parents 23 04 .20 -12 58 244
J-52 Point out not right , 01 00 72 11  -03 53
J-53 Let cityation take care 40 -22 01 -13 26 _ 29
J-54 Hold class discussion -21 36 ,01 50 03 43
J-55 Give extra duties L . -01 20 -01 39 -14 21
J-56 Refer to psychologist 00 -12 . -12 08 66 47
J-57 Advise no one will play—— 10 12, 62 09 02 41
58 Number ,of ratings of "3" 04 03 -19 -74 13 59
59  Extremeness--high end -01 - 06 07 75  -01 58 .. -7,
. 60 Extremeness--low end 19 05 01 -55 33 ‘45
Sums of squares of, loadings and . . - ' e

of communalities 8.80 5.27 3.82 " 4.56 3.74 26.1§ s

Percent of total variande “~—_\_ 14.7 8.8 6.4 7.6 6.20  43.6 .

Size of loading needed for . i
significance at .01 level .23 .23 .23 24 .24 -

© : \

/ . X e et AN

v

Note.--Decimal points omitted for the individual loadings and

comnunalities. . . )
After Burt and Banks (1947) -
<
’ - 2
’ ) {
N 46
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\ | . . .
came out ‘on actions of-discussion and on special efforts or con-
cessions for students. The important loadings were concentrated
on five problems, A, B, C, D, and G--mainly wherg'the press was a

threat to order and to the authority of teacher or subject.

2. " Communicating and_getting persons properly informed.
This, toa, was a bipoiar factor but Qeakly sp. Important loadings

occuqred on only four problems--C, E, G, and"I. Evidently these

-

were séen as problems in which the cr1t1ca1 requirement was the
v 4
need for informing persons properly. Acticdns involving group

]

discussion were noticeably aBEBne. Negative loadings implied

A ’

evasiveness. S
‘ . o 3. Per§u351oh "reasonlng with'" others. Loadings greater

-2

than' .35 were scattered over pine problems:but the‘concentrhtionAX

was cn‘F,‘G, H,"and J--problems mainly of individual misbehavior.

. = - [4

The underlying themes were those of interpreting behavior to the
v %

person and of urging certain courses of action to‘'overcome the

problem. ‘ .

5 “

4. Willingness to bear the student's side and to take a

stand. This factor was a composite where the zighest two loadings -
(of opposite sign) were on'instrument-variablesv nﬁmber of
ratinés of 3--implying a tendency to 8void making high or Tow
ratings, and mean extremeness toward the ngh end--lmply ng a .,

. tendency to make faVbrable ratings. W1111ngness to hear the

. ’

student's 51de of an issue, to discuss openly w1th an 1nd1v1dua1
or group, went along with the willingness to commit oneself 'in
rating alternatives. The negative loading for mean extremeness

o toward the low end should be interpreted as a positive correlation

177 . .
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with this factor because this variable had been scored -1 and -2 3 .
(i.e., 3 sﬁbtracted from each rating of 2 or 1). Important

loadings occurred on pzobl;ms E, F, H,.and“J.

5. Referrali to specialists. This factor was limited to

problems B, G, H, I; énd J; which Healt‘with individual behavior
and where referralfto a counselor or psychologist was regarded as

good. Certain.smaller loadings in G, H, and I gave a hint of
. - . d , -
passing on'or avoiding responsibilitys

Table 3 gives the Toadings on the first\five factors for -

sample 2. .Inferpretation of them follows.
\ ' "L <
1. Inconsiderateness vs. considerateness. As for-the first = .

1

L s
sample, this also was a lipolar factor though broadea in that -

important loadings came on all ten problems.

! T | 5. fnforming, explaining, and influencing by telling. This

+ I

was a fairly broad factor having at least one 1oading of .44 or
larger on eight of the problems. It éafried the theme of solving
problems by advising and giving information, and so resembled one
of the main dimensions of Sorenspn et al. (1963):

o

3. Referral to specialists. This was a factor like the

.last one in the previous sample but a little'broader. ///<*
- %\ ' .

by

4. Willingness to make extra efforts and to take a stand.

Here again was a narrow composite more strongly loaded<by two
. ,

response-bias variables. The favoring of such extra efforts in

&

- .
behalf of the student, or seemingly round-about solutions, was

r - a
much less true of respondents who recorded the larger numbers of

-

"middle ratings.

i8




TABLE: 3
. '# « . L
Rotated Factor Loadings and Communalities for Sample 2 :

- -

- Item = Tbridged Statement I 11 IInn "1v - v Comm.
A-1  Ignore #« ﬁ\\*it- - 51 08  -03 -15 32 30
A-2  Caution the two students 09 - 57 11 06 -21 39
. A-3 Appoint a committee -64 -03 08 07 -07 ;- 42
A-4  Show value of ‘algebra - -52 24 . 04 08 -04 33
A-5  Discuss with class =17 -17 04 ° 29 12 16
" A-6 *Have them see counselor 56 07 25 -02  -12 39
- A-7  Give punishment 79 07 -01 -04 - 01 64
‘. A-8  Remind math is required .59 18 04 00 . -01 . 39
1
: B-9 tHave private talk; advise 25 44 21 - -17 -46 54
B-10 Give credit; let be ° -01 -13 14 06, 66 - 48
B-11 Class discuss and evaluate 6  -06 04  -04~ 02 48
B-12 Send to principal's office ., 7 71 21 09. -13 -04 58 ,
., B-13 Let tell how he feels® 700 01 21 33 -55 46
B-14 Refer to counselor 49 01 42 06 -20 46
. : ST |
C-15 "Give immediate approval - 09 -01 02 =03 56 .32
C-16 Open to tlass discussion -59 * -07 09 33 04 48 .
C-17 Give pro's and con's 13 60 02 -10 02 39+°
C-18 Invite -speakers e =02 14 26 30 16 <20
C-19 Keep out; go on with unit 59 21 © -1 -14 05 . 42
. f“ .
N-20 Give a "talking to" 55 39 11 -17 04 49
D-21 Let pupils discuss -51 -14 18 27 =30 ‘
'D-22 Turn over to principal . 68 | 12 18 -19 01 55
D-23 Make clear expect better -21 44 - 05 -05  -20 30
[ 4
E-24 Ask to submit reasons . -06 -18 . 26 32 12 22-
E-25 Have committee talk with -40°  -16 45 19 03~ 43 -
E-26 Discuss with class |, -37 09 -07 35 00 27
&. . E-27 Ignore - : .47 15  -09  -07 50 50 * .
E-28 Suggest see the principal -35 ‘08¢ 40 85 -16 32¢
N F-29 Ask counselor assume To-22 18 55 -17 -13 - 43 .
. - F-30 Inform him .17 53 .« =02, 02 32 41
F-31" Explain attitude unwise .00 60 -1 02 06 40
F-32 Find interest; encourage -42  -02 02 49 -06 3% 41 .
F-33 Invite to tell feelings -44 05 22 44 -24 " 49
) F-34 Plan program; urge adopt -06 64 32 -10 01 53 y
° G-35 Explain; show jingle -43° 37, 08’ 04 -02 32,
G-36 Caution puyil 74 ;08 -08 09 ‘13 ¢ 59
G-37 Refer to psychologist _ 43 00 - 57 19 22 59
# G-38 Make effort to praise -57 17 24 15 -26 50
G-39" Call in for talk; advise - 14 47 12 41 <08 43
G-40 Refer problem to parents 79 -05 09  -13 ' 23 7




TABLE 3, continued .

Al
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Item  Abridged Statement . 1 II 11 IV <V Com
*  H-4] Give pupil respon51b111ty .-53 -03 - 22 30 -27 47-
H-42 Ask him to leave class- 58 15 122 -—=33 10 . 49
H-43~ Have him see counselor . =07, .04- T 66 00 04 .45 -
H-44 Have a talk; explain -13 55 29 08 -21 46 .
» H-45 Have him tell how f§§;§w//*”' -40 W1 09 50 -o0@ 44
R H-46 Keep after school 64 25 bg  -22 -15 55
1-47 Draw out class on reasons -32 11 -05 28  -38 35
I-48 "Refer to psychologist 37 -01 59 08 20 53
1-49 Let pupil sit 08- -23 8. .1Z- .50 36
I-50 Give gentle scolding 46 o, 22 21 -37 -18 48
I;51 Refer,problem to parents 08 33 -18 05 39
| iJ-52 _Point dut not right 21 53 -09 04 -07 * 34
J-53 Let $ituation take care 34 20 0y 17 12 21
J-54 Hold class discussion -46 -02 23 31 -22 41
J-55 Give extra duties -09 -01 09 59 00 37
J-56 Refer to psychologist:. 24 13 65 06 . -04 50
J-57 -Advise no. ‘one will play 16 57 -08 12 00 . 37
¢
58  Number of ratings of "3" 16 -12 03  -72 . 05 56
59 Extremeness--high end -05 05.. . -08 75 .+ -03 Y
60 Extremeness--low end 39 06 33 -43 04 . ©46.
" Sums of squares of loadings and ‘ .
of commumalities 10.91° - 4.33 3.65 4.18 3.01 26.08
Percent of total vatidnce '18.2 7.2 6.1 7.0 5.0 '43.5
- N ' .
¢ Size, of 1oaﬁing needed for . ( .
. %~ ssignificance at .0I level? 24 2425 .25 .25,
0 o . .

\

*

communalities. e
dafter Burt and Barks (1947).

' ]

-

pal)

" Note.--Decimal points omitted for the 1nd1v1dua1 loadings and

-~

-
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5. Laissez faire or permissiveness. A -policy of noninter-

ference with the normal inclinations of person or group seemed to

~ be the commor thread in this small factor. One could say that -

the rationale was‘ta let the situation take care of itself; or,

.

less generously, to follow the line of least resistance. The

<y imporxaﬁt loadings were confined to problems B, C, E, and I,

- where the behaviorss could be viewed as not highly disruptive or .

- threatening.

.
0y

* Table 4 gives the loadings on the first five factors for.

* oL

sample 3. Interpretation was as follows.'’

. -
. 1. Inconsiderateness; disdiplinary attitude. Again.the

\ f . . //‘
first factor was a broad one, though with loadings concentrated\_—~

.on actions implying avoidance of the preblem, indifféféﬂce,

punitiveness, and authoritarianism. The other end of the -con-

. st 3>
tinuum was not well represented as such courses of actjon split
\ v . . -

off to othe¥ factdrs. A

=

PR .f 2. +Traditional helpfulness. Here the underlying belief was R

4 7’

the éfficacy of explaining, telling, ~showing, giving'respoqsi- .
bility, praising,-etc.,'as_teachers have.JénngBne as a ma%tér

'L ,;f course. #this fairly brpad factor implied inVolvement with .

L _pupils rather¥than aloofness but the relationship was largely

' one-way: and .excluded group discussion or problem-solving. -

3. Referral to-specialjsts. A factor similar to that found

ther samples except for/some meanings conveyed by the N

: ikstrument-variables. Thus respondents who chose referral were

-

more’ likely than others to use the neutral poing on the rating

-+ sdale and much less inclined to rate actions unfavorably. In
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TABLE 4

Rotated Factor Loadings and Communalities for Sample 3

Item Abridged ‘Statement I I Ir I \
A-1  Ignore 68 -20 03 06 -03
A-2 ;Caution the two students 31 03 21 33 25
A-3  Appoint a committee -50 03 03 07 47 -
A-4  Show value of algebra -44 21 05 -01 - 60
A-5 Discuss with class -28 25 -14 -27 50
A-6 Have them see counselor 75 08" -21 -09 --14
A-7 - Give punishment . . 85 05 12 - -01 -16
A-8 Remind math is required 66 - -17 -09 22, 06
. ® f . .
B-9 °Have private talk; advise - W1 47 -01' . -09 ~-01
B-10. Give credit; let be = 15 -13 04 31 33 -
B-1} Class discuss and evaluate 75 -12 -08 08 =07
B-12 Send to principal's oftice 4+ 76 -15 -17  _-08 +#10
B-13 * Let tell how he feels . -17 43 -24 -12 . 41
B-14 Refer-to counselor , - 63 -12 42 06 04
C-15 Give immeddate approval 09™ -23 19 34 55
C-16 Open to class discussion -61 21 15 --07 29
C-17 Give pro's and con's 01 57 10 33 -08
C-18 Invite speakers -25 -04 -07 04 51
C-19 Keep out; go on with unit 69 04 . -14 13 -16
D-20 Gi%e a '"'talking to" 44 26 -06 01 -08
D-21 Let pupils discuss -18 17 -11 07 62
D-22 Turn over to principal 71. 03 -35 -11 . -01
D-23 M%}e clear expect better -29 58 04 37 14
E-24 Ask to submit Teasons 01 07 06- -21 74
E-25 Have committee talk with -03 08 09 09 66
E-26 Discuss with clas 00 12 -01 26 51
E-27 Ignore : 68  -15 -04 13 -10
E-28 Suggest see the principal D 44 15 -057 29
F-29 Ask Counse%or assume 26 54 -45 -17 05
* F-30 Inform him . 07  -05 -06 49 05
F-31 Explain*attitude unwise 09 12 04 60 -05
F-32 Find interest}“encourage -52 47 03 31 14
F-33 Invite to tell feelings -13 39 11 25 15
F-34 Plan program; urge adopt -07 53 -09 00 -08
G-35 Explain; show jingle ~35 40 10 21 18
G-36 Caution pupil 71 -45 03 < 09 00
G-37" Refer to psychologist hd -17° -46 -06 -09
G-38 Make effort to praise -33 63 12 11 23
G-39 Call in for talk; advise -04 26 " -15 37 23
G-40 Refer problem to parents 67  -24 -24 . -14  -05
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/ o . TABLE/4; continued )
- A J
dtem Abridged Statement . I I1 111 IV V.
H-41 Give pupil responsibility . -26 63 15 -02 21
H=42 Ask him to leave class - - . 62. -19 -25 24 01
* H-43 Have him‘see counselor 13 -06 -63 47 04
H-44 Have a talki“explain 47 11 -16 48 2%
H-45 Have him tell how feels -17 44 07 21 28
H-46 Keep after school ¢ 44 05 -36 25 -16
=47_ Draw out class or reasors -15 53 14  -07 42
1-48 Refer to psychologist 24 -09  -71 _, 08 03
1-49 Let pupil sit . 10 -21 -08 01 06
I-50 Give gentle scolding 38 . -20  -36 03 -15
I-51 Refer problem to parents +46 -19 -61 03 ~ 16
J-52 Point out not right . 07 18 -05 65 . . 05
J-53 Let situation take care 45 = -17 - -46 29 -08.
J-54 Hold class discussion -22 29 19" 16 40
J-55 Give extra duties - 20 50 20 19 04
.J-56 Refer to psychologist 13 05 -78 -08, ~03
J- Advise no one will play - 10, 04 -01 70 -08
58  Number of ratings of "'3" 09 -33 -47 =21 - -30 .
59 °  Extrémeness--high end 20 41 41 03 30
60 Extremeness--1low end 35 - -14 -68 11 -06

Sums of squares'of loadings and . .
of communalities 10.25 5.35° 4.63 3.72 4.66

Percent of total variance . .'17.i 8.9 7.7 6.2 7.8
Size of loading needed for ‘a
significance at .01 level .29 - .29 .30 30 .30
v ()
[

Note.--Decimal points omitted for the individual iqadings'and
communalities.

T T T T T T T T e s e e - @

apfter Burt and Banks (1947).

.
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other words, their responses showed a caution or guardedness,

o ! -
/ ‘ v

‘which is cdnsistent with referral. - . I TN

-~ ~

* ’ ~ ‘ ~
4. Persuasion or “reason&ng with" othersq A %arrow factor
& ~ !
- N . M i

concentrated on F, H,” and J where 1nd1v1duab dlsruptlve behavior”

S

>

was the problem. : : ' . . f

4
. . N |- .
5. Communicating and working with the class on its concerns.

This factor picked up another aspect of congiferateness-—namely,

rs

. . /
the teacher's .respoensiveness to concerns of a/small group or of

. . . |
the entire class and willingness to work with them on these
2 - - - . .
matters. The impor¢ant loadings were almost entirely ‘on the

group-centered:problems--A, C, D, and E.

-
o

What may be said of the predictions in view of these results?f
{ i
Wlth resﬁ’Et to the f1rst the;émergence oF a broad bipolar factor

o
of 1ncoﬁ$1derateness con51de@pteness %he hypothes1s was con-

firmed only in part, there being ‘some importdnt qualifications.

~

While the fundamental issue of consideration vs. denial or avoid-

4

ance did command priority over all others, the pole'of consider-

ateness did not emerge as strongly as the opp051te pole. Actions
L ’
showing constructlve involvement largely spllt off 1nto more o%y

less 1ndependent “clusters. ,Also, the main.factor gccounted for’

only about 15 to 18% of the total variance. ,

As to the second prediction, numerous small féctors did

:

1ndeed emerge and they were generally dlfferent from those set

forth in the earlier studies c1ted.. Exceptlons were the emer-

gence in all three samples of a d1men51on of referral 11ke but

.

not as broad as’ that of Sorenson et al. (1963), of a d1men910n

.of:advice-information giving in sample 2, again like that of
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Serenson et al.;.and of a laissez-faire attitude.in sample 2, as

. 0

postulated by Dressel and Mayhew (1954). ,

With‘respétt;to the thirds prediction, the emergence.of some-

what différegt patterns of factors, the evidence was also mixed.

N

The main factor showed a.substantial core of aggeement in the

’1oadings'qtross the three samples, though it varied somewhat in
¢ . - - -
scope and emphasis from one sample to the next. There was also

‘. w. « o=
good agreement on two of the remaiming factors, referral and
b e

belief .in the power ¢f persuasion. The remaining two factors

¥ . -
agreed across the samples on the general theme of responsible

,act}on (meeting thezproblem.in some way) but not on specific
defjnitibns of factors. It méy seem that the investigator has
stretched the idea of genérél'agreement to include a dimension
like laissez faire®® but, in the context of the problems-bn which

’ ¢ .
it had emerged, such actions may be interpreted as responsible
and constructive. .
Effects of background and curr.culum seem especially likely

in some of the differences between samples 2 and 3. These samples

A

-

consisted of prospective teachers of:senior standing or above;

sémple 2 having studied educational psychology and sample 3 nof.

It seems plausible fhat the study of educational psychology had

brought about a more comprehensive main dimension that has inte-

grated into considerateness the use of group discussion and has ol
producéd a broader secondary factor of advice-information giving.
The appearance of a laissez-faire attitude }n sample 2 may be

seen as either a failing or an accomplishment of such study--a

failing in that such actions should really cluster with those at

b A




the pole of considerateness, for on the problems where it had

loaded noninterference could be regérded as the judicious appli-

v
-

cation of principles of reinforcement or nonreinforcement (e.g.,

""natural consequencés'); «and an accomplishment in that some
-0

students at least had shown consistent choice of such psycho-
logically sophisticated options. Sample-3, for its part, seemed

to show a patterm-of factors.rather more traditional than the

. N . . .
above. It must be recognized, of course, that cultural differ-
ences associated with region might well account for the differ-.

£ 1

ences in patterns. ’

Second-porder -factor analyiis

Though the first-order orthogonal and oblique solﬁt}ons'léd
to‘essentially the same conclusions about facgtors, ngne%heless
the correlations among the oblique factors brought out some ‘

o further impertant relations as shown in Table 5.

’

c In all nhfee samples the main factor emerged as a strongex,
and definitely bipolarhdimension through tﬁé inclusion of one
or two clusters at the Consiéerate pole. . This result further
supports the premise that, at 1éa§t within problematic situations,
certain judgments are logically contradictory and must correlate’
inversely to some statistically significant degree. Sample 1

had the clcancst solution ofrthe three, and the main second-

e -~

order “factor brought out the bipolar dimension of Inconsiderate- :

& . .
ness vs. Considerateness very well. This factor could .well be .

named Aloofness, Indifference, and Impersonal Relations vs. Help-
fuiness. In sample 2 the Inconsiderate end of the bipolar dimen-

sion dominated, being bolstered by a component of .expediency or

s
]
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avoidance fron primary factors 2 and 5. tn sample 3, by contrast,
the Considerate end of the main bipolar prevailed.

The second important result was that the second-order analy-
. L

sis.keét two of the primary factors in much the same form except
‘ E)

for some additional load}ng on one of the other primary factor .
vectors. Referral came through cleanly in samples 1-and 2 but
brgadeﬁed in sample 3 to includg‘o%her kinds ¢f referral than to
counselors->namély, to.persons. such as scﬁBol principals and
parents. There it took on ovértones of avoidance or even of a
disciplinary attitude. The priﬁ;ry factor, power of persuasion
or ”reasﬁning with," came through rather cleanly in samples 1 and
3. In sample 2, however, ,the similar‘but Broader primary facto?
of advice-information giving became bipolar, with laissez-faire
loading at <the opposife pole. This bipolarity suggests that

those who favored the giving of advice or information in certain

of the situations tended to reject noninterference as inaction or

. evasion.

Discussion
Once again it appears that the utility of logical and psy-
chological analysi. has been demonstrated, in this instance for
suggesting the general nature of the dimensions to be expected
and for guidinglthe design of measuring instruments. Judgments
of,alternatiQe.courses of action in response to problems in human
relaticns will tend to cluster,.not by the literal content of the

actions, but by their functional likenesses within and across

“problems. In particular, actions of a given kind such as referral,

-

ignoring, and group discussioni may generally not be expected to
S

~\
8
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cluster into inclusive, homogeneous classes. This study confirms

\ - - -
that a rriori classifications which rest on a premise of equiva-

<

lence based upon manifest content are unlikely to stand up empir-

. Yy
1ca1ky.

The advantage and logic of a second-order factor analysis
% % A A
. has also been demonstrated here. Second-order analysis served to
confirm the emergence of a relatively strong main bipolar factor

predicted on two grounds--first, thay the issue of : eeting the

’ 3 / . \ .
problem as against evading or suppgéssing it takes priopﬁty over
e/ i

: : - . |
other grounds for judging alternatives; and second, tha} at least
a few alternatives within a prog&em are logically inconSistent

/ ,
and so cannot both be equally yegarded. The first ground serves

°

. to predict the scope and size of the main factor; the second, its

bipolarity. /

Even so,; the main fagtor was not so broad as to embrace all

/. . . .
A single dimension of Inconsiderateness-

other primary factors. ]

1

Considerateness would sf&ll be too restricted a construct to

. account for most of t7é intercorrelation among the responses. In
this respect the find@ngs agree with the conclusion: that a’simila;
dimension, the widely used authoritarian-democratic, is an over-
simplified construct when applied to style of '=aching and student
behavior (Anderson, 1959; Costin, 1971).

.The scope and size of such a principai factor will depend; of
course, upon the actions sampled and upon the nature of the prob-
lems; and so it was here. Two o} more actions of a like kind in

a problem will multiply the number of such factor loadings as

‘well as increase the reliability of the scores on the factor.

<9
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This condition held for a few of the pfoblemé used in this study
but was not regarded as a serious distoréion. As for the other
condition, particular kinds of problems will bring out the main
variable of ’ncon;iderateness-Considerateness rather strongly.
Génerally.subh problems are serious challenges to the authority
‘of the teacher or to the order, or they are annoyances that
invite an expedient response. One could sample such prcblems so
heavily as to increase the prominence of the main factor.. The
only sound recourse is to defend a broéd definition of the unij-
verse of problems Qﬁ& thereby accept both the strggg probability
of multiple factors emeiging and of factors.interacting with
problems--as borne out by the patterns of factor loadings in thi§
study. In any evené, Fhe truism still holds that what one gets
out of a factor anal}sis depends much upon what one puts in.

What one gets out of a factq: analysis will also depend uéon

the populations sampled. Again, this reasonable hypothesis was

barne out here,:lhe~similgfities among the factor patterns not-

e ———

withstanding. -It would seem arbitrary and unrealistic to lay
down one set of dimensions in advance for use with groups out-

. - ) . %
wardly similar, or to assume invariance of factor patterns across

- - N

populations. On the conrtrery, better to assume that the nafuré
of the dimensions and their interrelations will depend to some
extent upén the backg}ound of the groups, their recent experi-
ences, and the context in which the data have been gathered. The
kind of instrument developed in this study has demonstrated its

sensitivity, with the help of factor analysis, for detecting

subtle differences in attitudes among roughly similar populations.
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Considering Lhe'rather“wiée-availability of digigal computers, it
-would seem reasonable to ascertain directly the main variables -
operating in a given'pppuiation,'
The results suggest that some four or five f;rst-order fac-
tors are enough to extract from this kind of data. Beyond thét, \
the factors are small gnd of narrow import. In addition to some

-

kind of broad factor-of inconsiderateness-considerateness, the <

» ¢ o

°

two smaller factors of referral to -specialists ;nd belief in .
persuasion seem likely to appear in most if not all populations.
Mofeover}'an fncrease in the number éf problems, say, to as many
as 20, mav be expected to make the main bipolar factor and its
components in a secandiorder factor analysis still more prominent.
The explanation for this is like one offered by Kerlingerv(1967)?'
based uéon Cronbach's demonstration of the cumuiative effect of
many small positive loadings upon correlations among item clus-
ters and among the factors (Crénbach, 1951). In the further
development of this method of measﬁrément, a s&und premise is
'that emphasis be on the main second-order biéolar dimension, with
some, attention to)the next two second-order f;ctors. Evidence
from other studies in the domain of personality supports the
choice of a few broad sccond-order factors because these are the
most dependable as well as relatively simple, familiar dimensions
tPeterson, 1965).

It is noteworthy that the main dimension here is like one
found in a long series of studies of supervisory'leadership and

measured by the Leadership Jpinion Questionnaire (Fleishman,

1969). The dimension there is called Consideration. Recent

\
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Y

. . A
studies of the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI), for

£
instance .the analysis by Yee and Fruchter (1971), offer a few
parailels. Their Factor II, Conflict between Teachers' and
Pupils'.Inte}ests, and Factor III, Rigidity and Severity in
Handling Pupils, resemble factors 'or poles of oipolar factors in
this study. A close comparison does not seem fruitful because of
the focus of the MTAI “on child behavior and a '"traditjonal" out-
(1ook for which subject matter, moral standards, and discipline
are the main referents. Three- fourths of the 150~1tems on the
MTAI also _express negative evaluative beliefs (Yee § Fruchter,
1971). '

Further re%earch with the kind of instrument used in this
study seems called for. The technique is open to the same criti-
cism that Barton (1962) made of the ﬁI;R--namely, that it did\not
'separate the judgment sbout an action (*acfici from the values
sought. Whetherﬁor not this séparation wovld be an improvement
is a moot question. ‘X;othe} question has to do with the trans-
parency and usefulness of this situational technique as compared
to the more conventional inventory of beliefs. The comparative
advantages of these two kinds of éechnique are not yet known in
detail. For instance, would an inventery of beliefs having many
subtle kinds of statements be dess transparent than a situational
form? \A\fizik/inquiry is to study changes in these evaluative
attitudes and %heir'organization as t@ey relate to particular
kinds of-education and job experiences. The kind of technique

3

developed in this investigation appears to have enough/promise

to serve well in such inquiries. b
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. _ ' ’ . Append{x A

Questionnaire on Teacher Practices

&

The questionnaire on the following pages is an abridged version of thc

E

form used in gifheriﬁg data. It includes only the alternatives from the origi-
‘nal that bec?me part of the final analysis of data. ‘This final set has been
rqﬁumbered but the original number appears at the end of eagh ‘alternative.
The questionnaire should be viewed as a tentafive form buiit originally
for research on attitudes and values. While it can beé used informally for self-
evaluation and instruction with prospective. teachers, this form should not be
yged for decisions about the selection or retention of students or teachers. ‘
The que§tionnaire shﬁuld be used only for research or for the informal purposés
stated. above and then only with permissio?fpf'the investiga%or.
The ajuthor hereby acknowledges a debt. to the following sources of incidents
which he took the liberty to adapt:

~

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, Toward Better Teach-
i%g, Washington, D.C.: National [Education Association, 1949. Situation C :
-adapted from pp. 190-191.

-B. P. Brodinsky, Casebook on Classroom Toaching. New London, Ct.4/ Arthur
C. Croft Publications, 19%5 Situations A and F adapted from pp. 36 and 40-41,
respectively,

Rudolf Dreilurs, Psychology in the Classroom. New York: Ilarper § Row,
1957. Situations B and I adapted Trom pp. 84-85 and 82-83, respectively.

Alice Mlel Cooperative Procedures in Learning. New York: Bureau of Publi-
cations, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1952. Situation D adapted from
pp. 72- 73 . .

° A. Garth Sorenson and Constance Yu, Teacher Practices Questionnaire, Form
2--June, 1962. Docurment No. 7707, ADI Auxiliary Publications Project, Photo-
duplication Service, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. 20540. Situations
F, G, I, and J adapted from Problems VIII, X, VII, and XXVII, respectively.

~
»
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Questionnair on Teacher Practices
r. ) o (Abridged)
. . Edward J. Furst

d
Directions

This booklet contains ten problematic situations of a kind sometimes faced
in the classroom. These situations are lettered from A through J.
Following each situation there is a list of 12 to 18 possible courses of
action that a teacher might take. To conform to the numbering on ‘the
answer sheet the alterfative courses of action are numbered consecutively
from 1 to 150. . N L .

Study each situation. Then rate each alternativé course of action on a
5-point scale according to its appropriateness. Try to consider each
alternative on its own merits, independently of the others in the list.
Use the following code to record your ratings on the answer sheet:

<

N

;’.
A Y -

: . .~ (HIGH END: ''GOOD')

5 - Very appropriate,

4 - Fairly aﬁpropriate

3 - So-so; possibly acceptable

. 2 - Fairly inappropriate |,

-

1 - Very inappropriate

. —_—
(LOW END: ''POOR') ) -

- Thus, if you feel that a certain action jis very appropriate, blacken
answer space 5 opposite the corresponding item number on the answer sheet.
If you feel that the action is fairly appropriates” then blacken answer
space 4; and so on for the other possible ratings.

The spaces for answers run from left to right (1-2-3-4-5). Be careful to
use the scale properly: remember that 5 is the high ‘end, standing for a
very appropriate or good action, and 1 is the low end, standing for a very
inappropriate or poor action. St

Use a no. 2 pencil,'either your Own or one provided.by the person in charge.
Do not use a pen or an electrographic pencil such as the IBM kind.

Please do not maké any marks on this booklet.

ERIC T



Situation"A .
. -

Tim was a popular tenth-grade student who often set the tone and style for
other students to follow. Mathematics was one subject he especially disliked
(it was a requ1red subject in the main course of study), Near the end of one
class period in matheniatics, he "throws this question at you, the teacher: 'Why
do we_ have to study that~stuff?"

Other students take up the query Soon, in their private conversations,
the whold class is using that question as the1r theme song before and after class
sessions, Affairs reach a critical point when another student, daughter of’ a.
prominent business man, says quite loudly and pointedly: 'My father doesn't see
any sense in algebra either." -

- Wery appropriate

Fairly appropriate

So-so; possibly acceptable

Fairly inappropriate '
- Very Inappropriate '

oW SO
[

1. Ignore the incident; go on with the lesson. (3)

2. Caution the two students that they will get more out of the course and
benefit their future by making an effort to like algebra. (5)

”
.

3. Appoint a special student committee to investigate the uses of algebra in
science and other areas, and have the committee report its findings to the
class, (6)

O

4. Go through some everyday problems to show the value of algebra. (8)

5. Discuss with the class why they don't feel algebrd is necessary, and what
they think about the course. (9)

‘ [
v

6. Arrange for'the two outspoken students to see the school counselor. (13)

7. Give the student an extra assignment or some other form o 'punishment for
disrupting the -class. (15)

8. Remind the class that mathematics is a required subject. and that there is
<3itt1e point in making an issue of it. (16)

38
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Situation B

A junior high school student had refused to prepare a written contribution
requested by you, his English teacher, for that day's assignment. Consequiently,
you +ell him to have the paper the next day, or not come to class. The next, day,
when he is asked to read his contribution, he has one, which he then reads to the
class, The topic of his paper is a d1sagreement between a student and a teacher,
in which conversation the student referred to the teacher as '"an old heifer." R
It is quite obvious that the §tudent is referring to you, the.teacher of this
English class. Upon reading 1e\contribution, he starts to leave the class.

B - s
- Very appropriate
- Fairly appropriate
- S0-50; possibly aceepgable
- Falrly inappropriate
- Very inappropriate

L dl N TR B ¥y |

A5,

9, Call the student in for a private confercnce; then advise him on the 1mportance
of meet1ng assignments and showing proper respect., (17) .

10, Have student return to seat; ‘give credit for the assignment; don't do any-
- thing further about the incident. (19)

-

11. Let the student leave; then have the class discuss” and evaluate his paper. (25)
12. Send him to the principal's office for disciplinary action of some sort. '(26)

13. Ask him to’come in and talk things over; then give him a chance to tellrhow
he feels about the assignment and your class. (29)

14, Refer the boy to the school counselor or psychologist. (33)

\




Situation C

You are teaching social studies to a group of tenth- grade students. The
© class is in the midst of a certain unit which has been carefully planned and
for which definite reading assignments have been made. .

In this communlty, the City Council was deciding whether to adopt daylight °
saving time and the issue was being debated in the comunity. The radio, when-
.ever it was turned on, blared forth spot announcements and 15-minute speechec
on either side of the question: A group of tenth- -grade students was also debat-
ing the question betweén periods as they gathered in thir classrooms. In your
class, before the bell rang, several students turn to you and ask, "How can the
, City Counc11 “tell what the people really want? They don't know who hires the
different speakers or which ones represent most of the people. How could they
tell?" One of the students then suggests that the council needs a survey of
community opinion and asks, 'Couldn't we make a survey like that?"

- Very appropriate
- Fairly appropriate .
- So-so; possibly acceptable
- Fairly inappropriate
Very inappropriate ”

=N

“

15. Give your immediate approval; allow the class to plan and makc the survey. (37)

16. Open the matter of a survey to class discussion, getting the class to
consider what would be 1nvolved in maklng one. (38) X

170 Take a few minutes at thé start of the period to g've the pro's and con's
on the issue; then go on with the regular class worx. (39)

18. Take responsiblity for inviting speakers to class who represent both sides of °
the controversy. (43) .

19. Keep the class out of the controversy; go on with the present unit as

planned. (46)

B

150




Situation D

You: Rave, been out of school one day and on your return ask:d a few ques -
" tions about the work covered the day before so that you would know where to

. pick up. Volunteers tell you what had been done in reading, arithmetic, and
'so on, and you proceed to bezin the day.

v

Suddenly someone addresses you and says, '....We had a little trouble
yesterday." At that snickers start, grins appear, and all of a sudden sev-
eral begin to tell you of the "fun'' they had had. It is quite evident that the
Roor substitute had put in a trying day. ' .

. . 5 - Very appropriate
4 - Fairly appropriate
—3 ; ibly-aceceptable —— MM —M —
-2 - Fairly inappropriate .
"1 - Very inappropriate

20. Ask the few who seemed to be ringleader; to see you after school; then give
. them a '"'talking to". (49)-

21. Let the pupils discuss their behavior and how they should act in the
future. (58)

22. Listen to the comments but turn the problem over to the principal. (59)

~ 23. Make it clear to the class that you expect better behavior of them on future
. occasions. (60)- :




Situation L.

Students in one homeroom were busy getting signatures on a petition to

dismiss a gym instructor. They hadn't even asked you, their homeroom teacher,
for advice. They had decided among themselves that the gym instructor was
overly strict. They had even worked actively for signatures between classes,
and were planning to get more. Feeling was running stronj.

very appr = ate

Fairly app. ‘riate

S0-s0; possibly acceptable
rairly Inappropriate

Very 1inappropriate °

NN B
1

24,

25,

26,

Ask the students to submit in writing their reasons, and to cite specific
incidents. (63) . %

14

Have the students appoint a committee to talk with the gym instructor about
their grievances. (65)

Discuss with the class the’ p0551b1e consequences of their getting up a
petition., (67)

3 -

’ -
Pay no attenfibn to the signature-getting; ignore it. (68)

Suggest that ‘a committee of the students see the principal to present their
views. (70)

,[ézz
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Situation F

»

Elmer, whose scholastic aptitude score places him in the top 1 percent
of his high school class, enrolls in as many ''snap'" courses as possible. He .
earns B's and C's with little effort. He tells his schoolmates, 'Get wise.
Don't knock yourself out with homework. The school will have.to graduate you
anyway when you are of age."

- . Very appropriate

Fairly appropriate

So-so; possibly acceptable
Fairly inappropriate

Very inappropriate

=N S
[}

29. Ask the guidance counselor to assume responsibility for this problem. _(76)

30. Inform him that the school does not have to graduate a student and that’ a
student may quit when of age. (77)

3

31. Explain to him that his attitude is really not very wise; that it is a
rationalization for lack of effort. (85)

-

32, Find some special interest that Elmer has; then encourage him to cultivate
it through outside reading, etc. (88)

33. Invite him to tell ycu about his way of looking at school and his feelings
about 1t. (89)

34, Dlan a more appropriate program for him, and urge him to.adopt it. (90) *

43



Situation G

39

In fourth-grade spelling class, Linda volunteers to spe€ll "Arkansas'' but

is mistaken. You correct her, and she becomes sullen. Later you call on her
to spell "acrobat'. Again she is mistaken, and you correct hetr. She then gives

the impression of feeling 'picked. on' and of wanting to be left alone.

~

Very appropriate -
Fairly Appropriate

So-so; possibly acceptable
Fairly inappropriate

Very inappropriate

=W U
3

35.
36.

37.

39.

40.

Explain to her that these two words are easy to misspell; then show some
easy way -- like a jingle -- to remember the spelling. (92) .
Caution Linda that you will request a conference with hef’barents if she
does not improve her behavior. (93) . ‘

Refcr the problem to a school psychologist. (95)

Make a special effort to praise her whenever this seems appropriate. (98)

-

Call Li:rda in for a talk and then explain that you weren't picking on her
but only trying to help by correcting errors. (103)

Contact Linda's and leave the problem up to them. (105)
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Situation H

When Kevin, an eleventh grade student, is not chatting with his neighbors
in class, he is passing notes. He often interrupts the lecture or discussion
to offer his point of view. Or he has to get a book, sharpen a pencil, etc.
His work is unsatisfactory.

- Very appropriate \ -
Fairly appropriate N

- So-so; possibly acceptable

Fairly inappropriate

Very 1nappropriate

[l SIS RE S R Vs )

occasional discussion, and the like. (109)

o 42, Ask him to leave the class and not return until he is ready to do his work
and conduct hilnself in the proper mamner. (111)

e
~,

43, Arrange for the guidance counselor to have a talk with Kevin. (112)

A}
44, Have & talk with Kevin in which you explain what his behavior is doing to
thg»plass, to himself, and to his future life. (113)

45. Talk over with him how he sees his cwn behavior in schodi and what satis-
factions he derives from it. ~(115)

46. Keep him after school when he misbehaves. (118) )

.
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S

Situation I
!

Jeff, age 6, is in the first grade. He is an alert, bright boy. One
morning he entered class with his hat, coat, boots and gloves on, and joined
the group for the opening activity. (The children have lockers in the hall where
they remove garments before entering the classroom.) He was then asked to go
to his locker‘and hang up his outer garments. This he did. Nevertheless, for
the next few days he came to class fully cIbthed, and had to be asked each time
to go to his locker. .

- Very appropriate
- Fairly appropriate
So-so; possibly acceptable

* Fairlv inanppropriate
phiadesledion? Miicietd & halieed

=N &N
1

- Very 1nappropriate

47. In the period devoted to Health, raise the question of why we take our
- wraps off indoors; draw out various members of the class and summarize
the points. (121} _
48, Refer the problem to the school'psychologist for further action. '1127)
49. Don't say anything further; let him sit with his outer garments on. (129)
50. Give him a gentle scolding. . (130)

51. Report this to Jeff's parents and let them take it from there. (134)




Situation J

developed thirteen-year old. He does not wait his turn in games and appoints
himself as captain. At lunch tipe, he will demand or take cake or cookies .
from others. If anyone objects to hlS behavior or tells the teacher, he fights
with him on the way home .

42

Eugene is ten years old but his physical growth .is that of a well-

- Very appropriate

Fairly appropriate

So-so; possibly acceptable
Fairly inappropriate

Very inappropriate

W RO
[

52,

53.

54.

55,
56.
57,

Point out to him that just because.hé is ‘bigger he has no right to pick
on other children. (136)

At lunch time, forbid him to take food from other children; but at games
and away from school, let the situation take care of itself. (139)

Hold a class discussion; encourage the pupils to formulate rules for
taking part in games, behaving during lunch time, etc. (140)

Give Eugene some little extra duties like messenger to the office. (142)
Refer the problem to the school psychologist (143)

Adv1se Eugene that no ‘one will play with him or like h1m if he continues
to act that way. (148)

47 )
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APPENDIX B

TABLE 6

Mecans and Standard Deviations for the Items and

Instrument-Variables
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TABLE 6, continued

N
¢
Item Sample 1 Sample 2 . Sample 3 .
Scale Mean S.D Scale Mean S.D. Scale Mean S.D.
36 1 1.6 1.1 1 1.4 0.9 1 1.4 0.7
£ 37 5 1.9 1.2 3~ 2.0 1.2 1 1.8 0.9
i 38 1- 4.1 1.0 1- 4.4 0.9 2 4.4 0.8
\ 39 3 3.7 1.2 2 3.5 1.0 4 3.3 0.9
o 40 1 1.5 1.0 1 1.4 0.8 1 1.6 0.9
41 4 3.9 1.0 1- 4.1 0.9 2 4.2 0.8
42- - 2.6 1.2 1 1.8 1.0 1 1.8 1.0
43 5 3.4 1.0 3 3.3 1.2 3 2.8 1.1
.44 3. 3.8 1.0 2 3.6 0.9 _ 4 3.3 1.0
45 4 3.8, 1.0 4 . ,4.2 0.9 2 3.6 1.0
46 5 2.0 1.2 1 178 079 T 2.1 10—
42‘ 2 3.6 1.2 - 4.0 1.0 2 3.9 1.1
48 5 2.1. 1.2 3 2.2 1.2 3 2.2 1.0
49 - 1.9 1.2 5 2.1 1.2 - 2.2 1.2
50 3 2.6 1.1 1 2.0 0.9 1 2.1 0.9
51 S 2.2 1.1 1 2.0 1.1 3 2.1 1.0
52 3 3.5 1.0 2 .3.0 1.1 4 3.1 1.0
. 53 1 1.9 1.0 - 2.1 0.9 1 2.2 1.1
54 4 3.9 1.0 1- 4.1 0.9 5 3.6 1.0
55 4 3.2 1.2 4 3.8 1.1 2 3.8 1.1
56 S 2.8 1.2 3 3.0 1.2 3 2.6 1.0
57 3 3.2 1.1 2 2.9 1.1 4 2.9 1.1
58 - .'10.7 4.2 - 9.6 4.5 - 11.9 5.2
59 - 1.4 0.2 - 1.5 0.2 - 1.4 0.2
60 - -1.5 0.2 - -1.6 0.2 T- -1.5 0.2

Note. Scale numbers correspond to the serial numhers of the first-order
factors; thus the assignment of an item varies somewhat from one sample to
another. An item appears on only one scale, generally that corresponding to
the factor on which it had its highest loading. There were a few exceptions
in each sample--for instance, to avoid making a small scale bipolar. The
symbol "1-" refers to the negative pole of Factor 1.
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. APPENDIX C
TABLE 7 .
* A 2d
Means, Standard Deviations, Coefficients Alpha
and Intercorrelatlons of Scalesa .
T Intercorrelations®
Scale Items Mean S.D.  Alpha? 1- 2 3 4 5
Sample 1 .
1* 14 6.3 9.9 .89 =78 =41 - 03 - ‘47 58
L1k 9 364 6.9 86 - 59 25 68  -33
2 * 6 22. 4.5 .71 ) ' 22 §2 -15
3 10 32.7 5.8 .71 . 24 03
4 * 6 22.6 4.1 .73 -26
5 6  14.5 .5 73 ,
C 35 139.1 21>§ V93
1 * 15 25.1 -52 21
1-* 10 423 65 =27
2 12 38.6 06 -17
3 6 16.1 -03 17
4 * 4 17.0 -13
) 4 9.1
C 29 124.2
Sample 3 T
1% 18  32.5 12.2 .93 -44 52 10 \38
2 * 14 - 53.6 8.0 .84 -10 30
. 3 ) 12.7 3.9 .78 16 06
4 6 18.5 4.1 .71 19
5% 10 34.5 6.9 .81
C 43 167.8 - 22.2 .93

8A11 scales here were factor-based: simple, unweighted ‘scores based upon
the assignment of items given in the footnote to Table 6. Scale C was a
composite consisting of those scales followed by an asterisk above. Scoring
of scale 1 was reversed for the composite.

bCoefficient alpha, an index of internal consistency of scale (after L J.
Cronbach, 1951).

CDec1ma1 points omitted.
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